In Germany the World Wide Web is at an earlier stage of development than in the US. In the spring of 1999 about 17.7 percent of the German population used the web or other online services. The article looks at how the 10 percent of online users and 90 percent of non-users rate the credibility of the new medium, and how their attitudes, stemming from different sources -own experience vs media coverage and personal narrations -differ. A survey of 540 respondents carried out in summer 1998 found that German users and non-users rate the credibility of the web as remarkably similar to television and newspapers. Nevertheless, there are some differences. The article shows that the credibility of the web, as one factor of diffusion, is seen as quite positive, but television and newspapers are still in front in Germany.
Introduction
As in the US and most European countries, the Internet in Germany is also no longer a niche medium. As representative surveys carried out in summer 1998 showed, more than 10 percent of the German population use, at least occasionally, the Internet or other online services (van Eimeren et al., 1998: 423) . The German online community has passed the 10 percent take-up mark, which is sometimes cited in the context of the critical mass concept  for discussion on this concept with regard to interactive media, see Markus, 1990; Rogers, 1995: 313-30) . According to this concept the Internet or web can be defined as mass media as soon as the percentage of users in society passes this mark. That online media are being integrated into the circle of established media can also be illustrated by the fact that in 1998 90 percent of German online users believed that online media would establish themselves just like radio, television or newspapers (van Eimeren et al., 1998: 427) . With all this Internet enthusiasm one fact is often left aside -if there are 10 percent of, at least occasional, users, there still remain 90 percent non-users.
As fascinating as the wealth of information and services on the Internet/web may be, there is still the question how recipients rate their quality and reliability. As recipients cannot judge whether a piece of information is true or not, they often have to trust in its source. In many cases the creator of a website is not known or is difficult to find out. Schweiger (1998) pointed to the fact that credibility becomes an important heuristic for content selection at a time of information overload. As wrong contents are of no value for the recipient, sources considered incredible will be avoided from the beginning. So credibility can be one criterion influencing the journalistic and commercial success of a medium.
This topic becomes of great importance when one considers that the limits of web diffusion in Germany are far from being reached. About 35 percent of the US adult population are Internet users, 1 so it is not likely that usage in Germany will regress over the next few years. The more positive the non-users' image of the Internet, the faster this evolution will take place. And because each non-user is a potential user, forecasts on the diffusion of online media are only possible if (1) one observes the technical evolution and therefore the general market and (2) one is aware of the attitudes of future target groups. What is the non-users' image of the Internet, web and other online services, having no personal experience of using it? Basically, the perceived credibility of the Internet stems from two sources, apart from personal usage experience: (1) other people relating their experiences and (2) reports about the Internet/web in the traditional media (television, radio, print media). These two sources evoke a more or less diffuse image in the minds of non-users.
A few years ago, Morris and Ogan (1995: 39) observed: 'Even people who do not own a computer and have no opportunity to "surf the net" could not have missed the news stories about the Internet.' Indeed, the traditional media are offering a wide range of information about the Internet. On one hand, the economic and social influence of the telecommunications and online sector is emphasized, on the other hand there are reports about child pornography on the Internet. Beck and Vowe (1995) described the coverage and attitudes of the traditional media in Germany towards the Internet in a qualitative content analysis. They were able to show that there is both enthusiasm towards multimedia and strong opposition, especially in political and social fields.
This article attempts to answer the question about the perceived credibility of the Internet and the differences between its users and nonusers.
What does credibility mean?
Credibility is a variable attributed to communicators by recipients (see Bentele, 1988: 410; Infante et al., 1993: 189) . One can only consider a medium as more or less credible -whether this is objectively right is impossible to verify. To clarify the nature of an attribution, Berlo et al. introduced the term 'dimension for evaluating message sources' (Berlo et al., 1969: 565) . In previous credibility research different reference objects on credibility were used. In their famous Yale experiments on persuasion research, Hovland and colleagues mixed different reference objects on credibility, even within the one experiment. Sometimes they outlined media sources as channels, other times as authors of a message. For example, they examined the differences between the persuasive effects of a text concerning the possibility of constructing nuclear powered submarines. First they used Robert J. Oppenheimer as the reference object, then the Russian Pravda (Hovland and Weiss, 1951: 637) .
There are basically six different levels of reference objects for credibility attributions (see Figure 1) :
The first level is the presenter (in its wider sense). The presenter is the first person a recipient, watching a news show or a political magazine on television, is confronted with. Recipients may rate this presenter more or less credible. A presenter in our sense might also be the author of a comment in a magazine or newspaper or on the web.
On the second level is the news report of the actions or statements of certain people, the actors or authors of messages. For example, if the president or chancellor of a country is responding in an interview, one can consider her or him credible, or not. The Yale experiments examined the factors influencing the credibility of actors and presenters. Next, on the third level, one can judge the credibility of editorial units. These are complete programmes or single news items on television, or articles in the print media or on the web. For example, one might believe that the content of a particular news item is completely incredible, although one considers the actors or the presenters as credible. Regarding the print media, editorial units are quite easy to define, whereas in television and radio one has to additionally differentiate between whole programmes and single news stories. In Germany, for example, the news on the public channels are generally considered as highly credible programmes, nevertheless single news stories might be considered as quite incredible.
The fourth level refers to the media products: actual television or radio networks (e.g. BBC, ITV, RAI, RTL), newspapers (e.g. Le Monde, El Pais), magazines (e.g. Der Spiegel, Paris Match), websites (e.g. MSNBC Interactive), etc. These can be likened to product brands. It is quite easy for a recipient to attribute credibility to such a well-known 'brand'. In the early 1980s the German news magazine Stern, for example, published the so-called 'Hitler Diaries', which turned out to be faked. This affair was substantially harmful to the credibility and also the commercial success of this news magazine.
On the fifth level are single media products which, similar in content and institutional background, can be gathered into subsystems of a media type. For example, there are the subsystems of quality papers vs the tabloid press, public vs private television, computer magazines or news magazines. Usually, media products within one subsystem are direct competitors as they offer similar contents or services. Therefore it is easier 
to compare single criteria like credibility and differences between these subsystems. Differences have stronger effects on the commercial and journalistic success of competing media products. If, for example, in the subsystem of news magazines, one is seen as more credible than its direct competitor, the effects are probably much stronger than, say, in the comparison of a computer vs a pet magazine. Finally, on the sixth level, one can abstractly rate the general credibility of whole media types like television, radio, newspapers, magazines, web, etc.
It can be supposed that the credibility attributed to one single level strongly interacts with, or is based on other levels. The experiments conducted by Hovland et al. are implicitly based on this assumption. In a first step they examined whether the credibility of sources (= presenters and actors) influences the credibility of their messages (= editorial units). In a second step they measured the resulting changes in attitude.
These heuristics of selection are equal to the principle of credibility transfer: recipients use the credibility of a medium or media product as a (heuristic) indicator for the credibility of a single news story or programme. This process works in the opposite direction, the high credibility of one German public channel, ARD, is mainly due to the high credibility of one of its editorial units, the news show Tagesschau, the market leader in news shows in Germany (Darschin and Frank, 1998: 162) .
Transfer effects are not only possible in a vertical direction between the different levels, but also in a horizontal direction between different media types. The most successful German websites are mainly offshoots of known print or broadcast media products, like 'Focus Online' (from a news magazine) or 'Bild Online' (from a tabloid). A study by Schweiger (1998) showed that German students valuing a particular newspaper also tended to consider its website credible, even if they had never seen it. So there seems to be a credibility transfer from the traditional (mother) medium to the new online service. Hovland et al. (1982) base the term 'credibility' on two factors, expertness and trustworthiness. The basic idea is that a communicator can publish false information intentionally or not. In the first case, she or he is interested in publishing false information in order to influence the recipients' attitudes in a certain direction. In the second case, she or he is not well informed or is incompetent. An additional dimension of communicator credibility, dynamics, was found by Berlo et al. (1969) in a factor analysis of extensive semantic differentials. Especially nowadays, this point is of relevance as the dynamics of media coverage seem to have increased in the last few years. In television, for example, information is presented more and more dynamically (infotainment discussion). In the print sector the layout and presentation of different products have become more and more dynamic too. An example in Germany would be the new style of layout of the news magazine Focus mentioned earlier. Finding the same phenomenon on the web, one gets the impression that this development with the print media is derived from the online world. Indeed, the American Internet magazine Wired was a model of the new layout style. Therefore dynamics in media is a current issue. This poses the question of whether the dynamic design of articles and news stories increases the value of entertainment, or whether it decreases the credibility at a higher level.
Dimensions of credibility

Surveys on media credibility
For a few years, questions on media credibility were not only examined in psychologically oriented laboratory experiments, examining the basic mechanisms of credibility construction with concrete statements as reference objects and their persuasion potentials, they were also posed in representative surveys. In the US, the regularly conducted Roper survey on people's attitudes towards television and other media has contained a question on relative credibility of single media types since 1959. The credibility of newspapers was higher than television during the early years, but this was reversed in 1961. Since then the credibility of television in the US has remained much higher than that of newspapers, magazines or radio (Bentele, 1988: 411) . Getting differing results, various studies have checked the hypothesis that recipients consider those media types they use the most, to be the most credible. Westley and Severin (1964) , Carter and Greenberg (1965) and Shaw (1973) could find such effects, while, in Finland, Starck (1969) could not discover any relation between attributed credibility and length of utilization. Similar to the Roper survey, most surveys referred to whole media types. They generally asked about the credibility of television, newspaper or radio (for an overview, see Whitney, 1984) .
In Germany the long-term study 'Massenkommunikation' has examined the question of media credibility since 1964. In this study's last wave, there were three questions on the credibility of media types (Berg and Kiefer, 1996: 251-4) .
The relative credibility referred to which media type people trust in case of contradicting coverage in different media types. Respondents could choose from radio, television, newspapers or magazines as the most credible media type. This type of question had already been used in the Roper surveys (Bentele, 1988: 411) .
Absolute credibility was approached via two questions: first, the respondents were asked to rate the statement '[Radio/television/newspapers/magazines] report truly, and show facts the way they really are', second, they rated media types on an objectivity scale from 1 to 10.
Another often used approach is the comparison of the confidence people have in public institutions and media types (Bentele, 1988: 407) . In 1994 the German Allbus survey asked about the confidence people had in 20 different German and European organizations and institutions including television and print media. The listing did not include online media. Using a scale from 1 = 'no confidence at all' to 7 = 'very high confidence', print media had an average of 3.78, ranking it in 11th position just behind the European high court. Television ranked 16th, between the evangelical church and employers' associations. Ranking highest were the universities (4.78), public health care (4.74) and the German Supreme Court (4.61).
Surveying the credibility of whole media types is quite problematic. The researcher gets results which are easy to interpret, like 'television is more credible than newspapers'. Results like these are spectacular and relevant for media policy, but the question on which criteria people base general statements like these remains. In the survey we conducted, a handful of respondents asked what we meant by television. They were not willing to mix private and public television systems or news, movies and children's programmes. Herein lies the problem: judgements on credibility are mostly based on people's particular usage experiences, which differ widely within television and all other media types. It is obvious that people cannot abstract those different experiences in, say, a sevenpart scale for a whole media type. We hypothesize that judgements on credibility derive partly from non-concrete, blurred images which can also contradict personal experiences. So how are things on the web?
Web credibility
In the experiments or surveys described, people were confronted with media or media contents which they had to rate. Indeed, people often have an opinion on facts they do not know from their own experience. For example, nearly everyone has an opinion on nuclear power, although only a few have ever visited a nuclear power plant, or know how it works. This leads to the question how people rate media they have not used. Regarding traditional media this question is impossible to answer, as practically nobody in western civilization lacks experience of television or print media. Concerning the web we have a different situation, at least in Germany. So how do Internet non-users rate the credibility of the web?
You can differentiate between credibility attributions based on own experiences and the general image of a medium. When talking of image we mean, referring to Boulding, a mostly affective image individuals have of a certain object which is 'beyond what words can utter' (Boulding, 1969: 47) . Even within whole social systems there may be public images 'shared by the individuals participating in the group' (Boulding, 1969: 64) . 2 There may be great differences between the public image and the actual personal experiences of a recipient: following the public discussion in the traditional German media you get the impression that topics like child pornography are of high relevance with regard to the web. This surely has a high impact on the image of the web, although you can only rarely find contents like this on the web (for the German debate, see Ruschmeier, 1998; Drewes, 1995) . Probably web users consider this issue less threatening. But if you ask them in general about the credibility of the web, individual or public images may possibly dominate over their experiences. The following section examines the question of how users consider the web credibility.
Credibility attribution by competence of reception
In the Internet, with its quantity of communicators, it is often impossible to rate the competence or credibility of a source or the author of a message -there are simply too many to identify them all. The great possibility in terms of practised democracy, that everyone is able to express themselves in public on the Net (see, for example, Fishkin, 1995; Rheingold, 1993) , also presents a huge problem: the larger the number of potential and actual communicators, the less it becomes possible for the recipients to rate the credibility of a media product.
On the Internet everybody can produce and publish information in this manner without huge expenditure. There are no fixed rules yet concerning how this is to be done. There is only the so-called 'Netiquette', but this only concerns interpersonal communication on the web, whereas websites in terms of mass media are ignored. 3 Each person offering a website is completely free in the design of its content. In principle you can publish false information on the Net, as long as you do not infringe upon the personal rights of others or break any law. There are lots of examples of fakes: Wegner (1998: 305ff.) reported an American case where you could read for weeks on the Internet that the crash of a TWA aircraft in July 1996 was caused by a misguided US Navy missile. Due to the intricate mass of services on a national and international level, governmental or police control is practically impossible. Another cause is the decentralized structure of the Internet. It is often impossible to locate the position of a web server. As the financial and technical expenditure on creating a website is minor, there are an enormous number of more or less professional websites. Businesses in the Internet sector are often smaller than comparable businesses in traditional media and Internet agencies with a small staff are quite common in Germany. This fact is increasing the problem of control. There is also a high number of originally journalistic websites. Nearly every publishing house, television or radio network or other media business has its online service. 4 Small publishing houses in Germany in particular often fear extensive investment in the new medium, sometimes there is only one editor in charge of the complete website (Meier, 1998: 279ff.) . In 1997, in one-third of cases members of the editorial staff additionally looked after the online service of German newspapers (Neuberger et al., 1997: 653) . Obviously the journalistic quality of such online services is negatively affected.
The technical quality of websites often remains deficient, too. Often the user gets system error messages caused by programming errors in the website. Websites which are designed for one browser may look chaotic and unprofessional when using another browser. The same may occur when users have defined deviating font styles or sizes in their browser. Often websites are not frequently updated so that this potentially ever current medium is slower than the print version. Technical problems like these may cause an unprofessional impression, as traditional media seldom have defects like these. Probably recipients conclude from the technical level of a website its content quality and therefore its credibility.
While websites can be produced with little technical, personal or financial expenditure, television is in a completely different situation. In Germany, television is controlled by different institutions. Despite the increasing number of channels, the television market is still easy to study. The press is less controlled and more strongly market oriented. Perhaps this explains, at least partly, why only a few people would in case of doubt trust newspapers. The press is also, at least regionally or locally, easy to study. In Germany there are many regions or cities with only one paper reporting on local news.
What about the credibility of the web or Internet? Among German journalists the Internet as an information source is seen as controversial (Meier, 1998: 167) : some call it an informational rubbish bin, others call it a medium for pure gossip. The majority regard the Internet as a valuable and necessary tool -that you never should trust.
The general credibility of the web as journalistic medium is viewed critically. Mast et al. (1997: 108) conducted a survey among 102 newspaper editors-in-chief. They were asked to list the advantages of printed newspapers and the online versions. Online newspapers were rated significantly more suitable in terms of getting the latest news. Apart from this, nearly all respondents valued the printed version more highly. The item 'truly informing' was significantly more often mentioned as a quality inherent to printed newspapers, too.
Attribution of credibility by images
Persons not knowing the web through their own experience have to rate it upon third-hand statements or reports in the traditional media, that can differ from reality.
In preparation of the present survey the author talked to a student about online journalism. She was astonished that real online journalists existed in Germany. It is possible that wide parts of the German population think of online journalists as young computer nerds. These have -at least among the older population -quite a strange reputation. There are jokes about the computer scientist wearing two different socks and sleeping on a forgotten pizza in his bed. Evidently people trust less in the competence of communicators like these than in professional journalists. The general German scepticism towards innovations might have an additional negative impact. Probably the traditional media are ahead in trustworthiness because they have been long familiar to their recipients.
Regarding images in the sector of information technology you have to separate younger and older people: older people are not very familiar with computers whereas younger people are mostly open to new developments. According to Feierabend and Klingler (1997: 605) the computer is ranked third in the most popular leisure activities among Germans aged 12-17 years, whereas the press is not mentioned at all. There are several indicators for the positive image German adolescents and children have of computers and online use (Weiler, 1997) . So the credibility the younger attribute to the web might be higher in comparison to the older generation.
Research questions
This leads us to the following research questions:
Question 1: How do the three media types -web, television and newspaper -differ in terms of credibility, taking into account different measurements of credibility, namely (1) questions on absolute credibility in the form of rating scales, (2) judgements on absolute credibility of media types in comparison with public institutions and (3) questions on relative credibility in direct media competition ('Which medium would you rather trust?'). Question 2: How do German web users and non-users differ in their judgements on the credibility of the web? Concerning the situation in Germany, it is nearly impossible to formulate hypotheses on this topic: are web non-users more sceptical because they do not know the medium? Or are they more optimistic because they are not aware of the negative sides, and have only heard of a wonderful, worldwide abundance of information? Question 3: How are media use and other personal variables related to the rating of different media in Germany? Are there any factors favouring the positive image of a single medium? How can you distinguish between 'television believers' (Jacobson, 1969) and web believers? Is the perceived credibility of a single medium related to the individual amount of usage, as this seems sensible in the eyes of a rational recipient?
Method
To answer these questions a survey was conducted in Munich, a city of more than 1 million inhabitants, in summer 1998. The three credibility measurements mentioned earlier were applied to the web, television and newspapers, and connected with the individual use of these media. In addition to the global amount of media usage, we asked respondents (1) about their percentage usage of private and public television systems and (2) which newspapers they read, so we could differentiate between quality press and tabloid usage. Based on the hypothesis that use experiences strongly influence credibility judgements, more profound questions on media usage would have been desirable, but were not employed so as not to overcomplicate the interviews. Initially the survey was also designed to be a method comparison. So we used the three modes (1) face-to-face interview, (2) telephone survey and (3) email survey. The questions were identical in all three different modes.
Besides the survey mode we varied the sampling mode. The face-toface interview sample were divided equally in terms of gender, 50 percent had a higher education (German Abitur, comparable with US high school graduation), while 50 percent had a lower education; 33 percent were aged 14-29 years, 33 percent 30-49 years and 33 percent were 50 years and older. In the resulting sample of 216 these quotas were maintained quite well. As each of the 21 interviewers engaged conducted a maximum of 12 interviews, personal interviewer effects can be excluded with high probability.
For the telephone survey we sampled 1000 telephone numbers in the local Munich telephone system randomly drawn from a CD-ROM. All 16 interviewers were instructed to interview exactly 15 persons out of a listing. In case of non-response the respective numbers were rung up to three times. In total, 481 persons were reached by telephone and 226 participated. This equals a response rate of 47 percent.
For the email survey we made a random sample using the German email address indices 'Suchen.de' and 'Teleauskunft'. We sent an email with questions and answer categories as simple text to each of 2600 addresses. People willing to participate were asked to fill in their answers and send it back. Right at the beginning of the email text we referred to our non-commercial research interest. Despite the additional offer of sending an abstract of our results, only 98 persons sent back a perfectly filled out questionnaire. So the response rate was, as usual for email surveys, very low (4 percent).
A comparison of the three data files showed a very similar spread of some central variables between the face-to-face and telephone survey (see Table 1 ). This is remarkable, considering the different methods of sampling and interviewing. The percentage of web users in the face-toface data set is higher than in the telephone data set (34 vs 27 percent). While maintaining the quota, the interviewers -all students and web users -were free in their choice of respondents. This probably led to a systematic preference of web users. And the fact that the percentage of web users was overestimated in the telephone survey is probably due to two reasons: first, the survey was conducted in an urban region, where telephone rates for online access were cheaper at the time the survey was conducted;
5 second, the interviewers mentioned 'media and society' as topic of the survey. It seems probable that better educated persons and persons interested in media were more willing to participate.
The respondents in the email survey were quite different to the other two samples. The percentage of nearly 100 percent web users is explained by the survey procedure: people having an email account normally also use other online services and therefore the web. This was also our intention. We wanted to compare the groups of web users and non-users. As the percentage of web users was expected to be quite low in the other two surveys, we tried to increase the percentage of web users in our total sample this way. The low percentage of women and the high educational level correspond with the known demographics of Internet users. In sum the differences between the email sample and the other samples can be explained by the higher percentage of web users in the first one. To be sure, we conducted several multivariate analyses of variance, controlling the Internet use: all differences between the three groups disappeared. So it seems possible to analyse the data as one entire data set of 540 respondents.
Results
The first research question referred to the comparison of web, television and newspaper credibility. Figure 2 shows the absolute credibility of the Means: web usage for years 0.7 0.5 3.7
a High school graduation (German Arbitur).
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three media types in the form of an 11-item semantic differential. On the left side are the negative terms, on the right side the positive ones. First it can be seen that for most items the newspaper is rated ahead of television and the web. Newspaper is ahead on nine of 11 items: newspapers report more clearly than television or the web, they are more serious, more thoroughly researched, more detailed and critical, better balanced, more competent, more professional and also more credible than the other two media types. But newspapers are considered more partial and cautious than television or the web.
A reason for the attributed partiality of newspapers might be the structure of the German press system, where almost all newspapers call themselves neutral, but nevertheless do have a political leaning. In the television system, there are no clear-cut conservative or progressive, leftwing or right-wing channels. 6 The German Constitution and media laws postulate that each provider makes a contribution to the process of public opinion-building. This applies less to private networks and more to public networks. The higher partiality of newspapers might also be seen as positive in the sense of articulating a clear position in public discourse. Tiefe gehend, unkritisch-kritisch, unglaubwürdig-glaubwürdig, parteilich-neutral, unausgewogen-ausgewogen, inkompetent-kompetent, amateurhaft-professionell, vorsichtig-frech'. 
Figure 2 Profiles of web, newspaper and television credibility
Remarkably, newspapers are, despite their partiality, considered better balanced than television or the web.
Newspapers are rated more cautious than television or the web. This feeds the notion that the respondents related the image of a quality paper to the term 'newspaper', and not that of the, sometimes quite daring, tabloid press. The item cautious-fresh was the only indicator for the dimension of 'dynamic' (Berlo et al., 1969; see earlier) . It fits quite well that the multimedia and animated web and television are ahead in dynamics. It must be asked if 'cautious' is a negative attribution. Is it desirable at all for a medium like newspapers to be daring?
While the credibility of newspapers is mostly higher than the credibility of television or the web, the situation between television and the web is not so clear. On the one hand, the respondents considered television clearer, more serious, better researched, more critical and competent and also more professional than the web. On the other hand, the web seems to have its advantages, too: it is more detailed than television and it is considered more balanced. Remarkably, the web is rated more neutral than television and newspapers. Perhaps the respondents thought that the web in general is more neutral than the traditional media because of the huge amount of information available on the Net whereas the traditional media structurally have to select presented information.
This points to the earlier mentioned problem of reference objects: asking people for their opinion on an entire media type, they generally have in mind a concrete media product or at least a subsystem. For the web the situation is different, it is probably seen as a 'media cosmos'. It is hard to distinguish different websites as you easily switch from one website to another via hyperlinks even without noticing. In consequence, asking for the global credibility of the web is much more feasible than to do so for television or newspapers. Especially in the press sector, there is a high loyalty to certain papers because of the necessity to buy and pay for them.
The web passes as being much fresher than television or newspapers. As a young medium with young users it has a dynamic image. In this context the fact that everybody can publish their opinion on a website probably matters. Traditional media are designed and controlled by a specific occupational group -catchword gatekeeper -whereas the web can be seen as a platform for opinions. This seems to be the advantage of the Internet in the public opinion. Now one could argue that the web was viewed more positively because of the disproportionately high percentage of web users, but a comparison of the answers of web users and non-users ( Figure 3) shows that this is not the case. The estimated credibility remains relatively constant in both groups. Users estimate the Internet a little more positively, disregarding the item contradictory-clear, but summarizing, the differences are significant for only two of 11 items: users think that the web is a little fresher and more detailed. In general, the perceived credibility among web users and non-users is remarkably similar. This result is affirmed by the second measurement of credibility: the comparison between media types and other institutions. We did not ask for abstract institutions, but for concrete occupational groups, among them Internet journalists. We additionally differentiated between journalists in the private vs public television subsystem and in tabloid vs quality press, partly represented by typical German media products. Figure 4 shows the credibility of each occupational group on a scale ranging from 1 = credible to 6 = incredible.
The estimated credibility of occupational groups differs only slightly between users and non-users. Users give the mark 3.4 to Internet journalists, non-users give the marginally worse mark of 3.5. In both groups Internet journalists range in the middle of the given occupational groups. As expected, journalists at quality papers and public television, followed by police and lawyers, have the highest credibility. Politicians Whereas the general credibility of the web is worse than that of television or newspapers, the situation changes regarding different subsystems. So you cannot talk of a generally lower credibility for the web in comparison with traditional media in Germany.
What is the situation, if you ask people which medium, in case of doubt, they would rather trust in, as the Roper survey or the German study 'Massenkommunikation' did? Despite the good marks the web got in the realm of absolute credibility, German recipients would, in case of doubt, place their trust in the traditional media. This goes for web users and non-users alike (see Figure 5) . Only a minority of the web non-users can imagine placing their trust in the web, while 25 percent of the users do so. The comparisons web vs television and web vs newspaper lead to similar results: 77 percent of the web users would rather trust newspapers than the web and the percentage was similar for the comparison of television vs the web (72 percent trusting in television). 
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Finally, we examined the correlation between the relative credibility of media types on the one hand and their utilization by the respondents and other user variables on the other.
Comparing the 'television-believers', i.e. those who would, in case of doubt, place their trust in television, with the 'newspaper-believers', i.e. people trusting in newspapers, you can find highly significant differences (see Table 2 ). We could confirm that the relative credibility of a medium is related to its amount of usage. Television-believers claim to watch 121 minutes of television per day, while newspaper-believers watch only 93 minutes. Additionally, we asked which newspapers the participants read (1) regularly and (2) sometimes. From these variables we calculated an index, representing the percentage of quality paper usage from total paper usage. The index shows that newspaper-believers read more quality press than tabloids. This is underlining the hypothesis that the credibility estimation of a whole media type is based on the experiences with concrete media products or at least a concrete subsystem of media types.
If we regard the two by two comparisons between the web on the one hand and newspaper or television on the other, we can see that, at least in relative credibility, the daily amount of usage and the (restricted) length of use in years are related to a higher rate of 'web-believing'. Remarkably, the amount of television and newspaper usage has no influence on the percentage of 'web-believers'. So web-believing seems only to be defined by web use. But the percentage of usage of particular television and newspaper subsystems has an influence: web-believers watch public television channels less often than newspaper-or televisionbelievers (41 and 40 vs 51 percent). Despite this they more often read quality papers. This fits the overall results quite well: web-believers have a higher education, are younger and mostly male.
Discussion
The credibility of the web is generally high in Germany, although our study yielded slightly worse results for the web in comparison with television and newspapers. This goes for web users and non-users. In nearly all dimensions non-users rate similar to users, i.e. persons rating upon their own experiences. The image of the web seems to go along with reality. This leads to the hypothesis that either the traditional media in Germany do not report on web credibility at all or they report correctly in sum. We could not find any hint of positive or negative myths about the Internet in public opinion or media coverage, influencing the non-users' opinion in whatever direction. With the web being a recently established medium, its credibility in Germany is so high that it does not seem likely that its further diffusion will be affected. Despite this, most German web users stick, in case of doubt, to the traditional media. So there is no reason either to fear that the Internet might displace the traditional media in Germany and Europe in the near future. But one has to make a methodological comment on the issue of rating the credibility of entire media types: the results one gets are nice to display but merit criticism, as the differences within media types are stronger than between them, the web included. General comparisons not only hide these differences, they also can lead to unusable results. Thus future studies on credibility should not only examine the credibility of the web as a whole, but also its single subsystems, as we tried to do for television and newspapers. Because of the early stage of development of the Internet and the web in Germany such a distinction seemed impossible to us. It will be interesting to watch the further dynamics of the medium in that dimension.
Notes
